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ABSTRACT 
Past conflict research on teams provides a wealth of conceptual and empirical insight into 
various aspects of conflict (e.g., when and how different types of conflict affect individual, team, 
and organizational outcomes). Nevertheless, conflict research thus far has been limited in two 
key respects. First, we know little about what drives conflict. There has been relatively little 
empirical research that investigates antecedents of conflict though they have been acknowledged 
as important. Second, conflict in organizations at the dyad-level has also received insufficient 
academic attention until recently. In organizational behavior research, conflict is usually 
conceptualized as a collective experience shared by all team members, and measured 
accordingly, allowing individual responses to be aggregated to a team level. However, in many 
cases conflict occurs between two people, and these interpersonal relationships are often not 
captured in the traditional psychometric approach. To address these limitations, this dissertation 
focuses on perceived dyadic conflict—individuals’ specific conflict experiences within a team. It 
also proposes a multi-level model of antecedents of dyadic conflict. Specifically, I argue that 
understanding perceived dyadic conflict is fundamental to understanding intragroup conflict, 
based on the observation that all group conflict can be broken down into dyadic interactions 
among fellow team members. I also argue that dyadic conflict is a function of individual, dyad, 
and team factors. I developed a study framework for understanding perceived dyadic conflict that 
considers individuals’ personalities, the extent to which they communicate about work matters 
and socialize with other team members, and their teams’ levels of psychological safety.  
The data for this dissertation were collected at a multidisciplinary state research 
institution located in the Midwest as part of a larger project. These data provide a unique 
opportunity to examine perceived dyadic conflict in a team setting. Results of the data analysis 
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provide evidence for the claim that individuals’ perceptions of conflict with a fellow team 
members are affected by individual, interpersonal, and contextual factors. Individuals high in 
agreeableness are less likely to perceive and experience both task and relationship conflict in 
dyadic relationships, while individuals high in conscientiousness are more likely to experience 
both dyadic task and dyadic relationship conflict. Similarly, individuals high in extraversion are 
more likely to perceive and experience dyadic conflict (for both task and relationship conflict). 
Interestingly, individuals high in neuroticism are more likely to perceive dyadic task conflict 
unlike my expectation. Moreover, dyads perceive and experience more dyadic task conflict when 
two dyad members differ in extraversion. Dyads that have work-related communication report 
more dyadic task conflict. Teams’ psychological safety climate was found to be a driving factor 
that increases team members’ perceptions of task conflict in dyadic relationships. 
This dissertation contributes to conflict and conflict management research by providing 
empirical evidence about where dyadic conflict comes from by examining antecedents at 
different levels. This dissertation also breaks down intragroup conflict at the lower-level, dyad-
level, where it originates. By doing so, this dissertation provides an explicit understanding of 
who has dyadic conflicts with whom within a team using dyadic approach and what affects the 
dyadic conflict to unpack intragroup conflict. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Conflict is inherent to organizational teams and an essential part of organizational life 
(Kolb & Putnam, 1992; Pondy, 1967, 1992). According to a survey on workplace conflict in the 
US, employees spent an average of 2.8 hours weekly relating to conflict in the workplace (CPP 
Inc. 2008). Conflict is a pivotal episodic phenomenon stemming from the daily functions of an 
organization that affects various outcomes from individuals to organizations (Amason, 1996; De 
Dreu, 1997; Jehn, 1995). Over the past two decades, conflict scholars conducted research for 
various aspects of conflict and recognized that conflict is prevalent in teams and organizations 
(for an overview, see De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a). Conflict studies has followed two paths 
(Rahim, 2002). First, conflict research has provided sufficient empirical evidence for the various 
effects of different types of conflict (e.g., task, relationship, or process conflict) on team and 
organizational performance outcomes (see for example De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a; Lovelace, 
Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001). In this line of research, some scholars maintain that certain types of 
conflict (e.g., task conflict) enhance team and organizational performance, while others hold the 
perspective that conflict such as relationship conflict is not beneficial, even detrimental to 
outcomes. Because of the mixed findings regarding the benefits of conflict, a number of scholars 
argue that the effects of conflict are subject to change based on the contexts in which conflict 
develops (Avgar, 2010; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a; De Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012). Second, 
another strain of conflict studies focuses on methods for managing conflict in organizations. 
Specifically, this group of scholars has investigated different ways of reducing conflict (Rahim, 
1983; Rahim, Garrett, Buntzman, 1992; Thomas & Kilmann, 1974). Most notably, they have 
drawn distinctions between the different styles of conflict management (Blake & Mouton, 1964).  
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Despite the impressive size of the body of research on conflict, it has been limited in at 
least two key respects. First, this research’s dominant focus has been on the consequences of 
conflict for individuals and organizational functioning, rather than on the reasons for and 
antecedents of conflict. Conflict scholars have addressed the questions of whether and when 
conflict is functional or dysfunctional for individuals and teams, and although they have 
provided a wealth of conceptual and empirical insight into how conflict actually affects 
organizations, other aspects of conflict have yet to be considered. Specifically, there has been 
relatively little empirical research that examines the driving factors of conflict (with a few 
exceptions, e.g., Lovelace et al., 2001), which is another principle component of the conflict 
research domain. Although acknowledged as important, the question of what drives conflict has 
not yet been fully answered. Considering that conflict scholars have paid attention to various 
perceptions of individuals’ everyday experiences with conflict, investigating the potential 
antecedents of conflict may provide insight as to where the various conflict perceptions come 
from and, how manage conflict effectively, and ultimately improving individual and team 
performance. Appropriate conflict management strategies are determined by the context in which 
conflict develops; identifying what drives conflict help with comprehending both the context and 
the relevant conflict management strategy.  
Second, conflict scholars generally understand conflict as a team-level phenomenon with 
the prevailing assumption that all individuals in a team perceive the same amount of conflict. As 
a result, conflict scholars’ analyses tend to aggregate individuals’ perceptions regarding levels of 
conflict in their teams. This approach is widely used because it allows conflict scholars to reduce 
a complex construct to a simplified concept (Avgar, Neuman, & Chung, 2016). However, 
conflict in the workplace is likely to have nuanced and differing effects on different members. 
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Some conflict scholars have recognized the possibility that team members may have varying 
perceptions of conflict, an asymmetry of perceptions. For example, Jehn and colleagues (2010) 
offered the first study that introduces the concept of individual “conflict asymmetry” and 
provides empirical evidence for the association between individuals' asymmetric conflict 
perceptions (both task and relationship conflict) and their performances and satisfaction with 
groups. This line of research suggests that, because previous approaches do not capture 
information about specific conflict experiences between individuals, they cannot fully address 
individual variation in conflict perceptions. Drawing on network research (Wasserman & Faust, 
1994), organizations can be understood as collections of relationships among individuals. 
Individuals perceive and experience conflict through interactions in dyads. A dyad refers to any 
pair of actors in a social network (Scott, 2000) or, in this case, any pair of actors in conflict. For 
instance, Pondy (1967) has argued that conflict is treated as a series of episodes by the 
participants in the conflict in the dyadic relationship. Therefore, studying perceived dyadic 
conflict, which has been defined as perceived (task or relational) differences or incompatibilities 
between two individuals within a group, is valuable and important for understanding intragroup 
conflict, because looking at dyadic interactions gives us better insight into the individuals’ 
conflict experience.  
In an effort to contribute to conflict research on both of these fronts, this dissertation 
proposes a multi-level model of the antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict, which integrates 
the individual, dyad, and team-level factors that contribute to conflict. It focuses on perceived 
dyadic conflict to draw attention to individuals’ actual interactions within a team. In 
investigating potential antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict, this dissertation seeks to answer 
the following questions: why might one individual be involved in more conflict than other team 
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members? What are the driving factors of this variation? These are important questions to answer 
to understand and manage conflict better. Conflict scholars have provided theoretical 
explanations regarding why conflict occurs. For instance, Rahim (2002) argues that conflicts 
may arise due to incompatible behaviors between individuals; differences or preferences in 
attitudes and values; or interdependence at workplaces. Although current conflict research does 
not fully address where individual variations in conflict perception come from, recent conflict 
research has started to pay attention to the fact that individuals perceive and experience conflict 
differently, which suggests that individual-level perceptions and experiences matter (Jehn & 
Chatman, 2000; Jehn et al., 2010; Korsgaard, Jeong, Mahony, & Pitariu, 2008). This evidence 
not only calls attention to the fact that individual perceptions are complex but also contradicts a 
long-standing assumption about team members perceiving the same amount of conflict. Along 
with this line of research, I argue that the dyad-level of conflict is a key component for 
understanding how intragroup conflict furthers conflict in organizations.  
Earlier conflict researchers recognized the importance of perceived dyadic conflict given 
that conflict inherently exists between two individuals (e.g., Pondy, 1967). Individuals in the 
workplace frequently interact with group members and usually build dyadic relationships with 
them. Among these dyadic relationships, some might inevitably contain a certain level of conflict 
through different accumulated episodes. Moreover, conflict scholars call for considering the way 
individual experience and perceive conflict, rather than aggregating individual perceptions to 
team levels with respect to understanding various individual and team outcomes (Avgar & 
Neuman, 2015). Thus, I argue that at its core, conflict occurs at the dyad-level and must be 
understood at this level. Therefore, another, lower level of analysis is required to reveal the 
divergences in how conflict is perceived and how dyad-level analysis can be beneficial for 
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unpacking the complexities of conflict perceptions. Considering perceived dyadic conflict allows 
researchers to examine dyad-level antecedents of conflict that stem from individuals’ unique 
relationships with specific team members. It also provides researchers guidelines for 
investigating potential sources of conflict at the lower level, where conflict initially occurs. This 
dissertation proposes antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict at three different levels: individual 
(i.e., personality traits), interpersonal (i.e., personality traits differences in dyad members, work-
related communication and socialization with coworkers), and team (i.e., team psychological 
safety). By integrating the three different levels, this dissertation provides a theoretical 
framework for understanding what drives perceived dyadic conflict and brings a more holistic 
view to understanding how individuals perceive dyadic conflict.  
The dissertation contributes to conflict literature in two ways. First, it identifies three 
levels of antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict that can explain divergent perceptions of 
conflict. Second, it develops an understanding of conflict as a dyad-level phenomenon where it 
initially emerges as one individual perceiving conflict with another individual, and proposes an 
alternative dyadic approach based on specific interactions within the dyad. This dissertation 
provides empirical evidence for the multilevel nature of antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict 
by showing the cross-level effects of antecedents on the perceived dyadic conflict. 
This dissertation is comprised of six chapters. In chapter 2, previous research regarding 
what we know about the effects of the conflict on various outcomes are reviewed with a focus of 
major findings; then, chapter 2 discusses conflict asymmetry, which explains how they perceive 
conflict differently and foundation for conflict at the dyad-level, and why dyadic conflict is 
important and how it could be understood in terms of operationalization as a construct. Chapter 3 
proposes a model that examines the driving factors of conflict at the different levels of 
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analysis—individual, interpersonal, and team. Drawing on conflict asymmetry, the model 
suggests that an alternative dyadic approach is meaningful for capturing individuals’ specific 
interactions with other members of their teams and identifies antecedents of perceived dyadic 
conflict. Chapter 4 describes research samples and outlines the research methodology used for 
testing the model. Chapter 5 provides empirical results from the analyses. Finally, chapter 6 
concludes by discussing the theoretical and practical implications derived from the study. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In this section I provide an overview of research on how conflict actually affects 
organizations and how scholars understand conflict phenomena by focusing on conceptualization 
and operationalization. Specifically, I review literature on different forms of conflict prevalent in 
organizational settings and their various consequences for individuals and teams, and identify 
several gaps that prompt the two objectives presented in chapter 1.  
Effects of Conflict at the Individual- and Team-Level 
Conflict scholars have paid attention to the potential effects (e.g., whether functional or 
not) that conflict has on individuals and the groups in which they work. On the one hand, some 
scholars argue that certain types of conflict increase team performance (Simons & Peterson, 
2000; De Dreu, 2006, 2008; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). For example, Jehn (1995) found that task 
conflict is beneficial for performance when the team work on nonroutine tasks. Task conflict 
fosters greater creativity by encouraging team members to process a large volume of divergent 
ideas and opinions (De Dreu & West, 2001). Similarly, Amason (1996) reports that task conflict 
may sometimes be encouraged in top management teams in order to find more integrative 
solutions. Other scholars have a negative view of the argument that conflict is beneficial. For 
instance, Simon and Peterson (2000) argue that relationship conflict hurts team effectiveness, 
since team members spend their resources such as time and, energy on dealing with each other 
rather than on the task. In a similar vein, scholars found that relationship conflict increased 
individuals’ stress and decreased their satisfaction in a team (Dijkstra, van Direndonck, Evers, & 
De Dreu, 2005; Jehn, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001).  
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As can be seen from the above references to “task” and “relationship” conflict, it is useful 
to distinguish different types of conflict. As a result of Jehn’s (1994, 1995, 1997) proposal to 
differentiate between task and relationship conflict, scholars have provided sufficient empirical 
evidence regarding differing potential effects of task and relationship conflict separately. 
Specifically, task conflict is beneficial to team performance (De Dreu & van de Vliert, 1997; 
Jehn, 1997) whereas relationship conflict negatively affect team performance (De Dreu & van 
Vianen, 2001; Simons & Peterson, 2000). However, it is important to understand that the 
positive effects associated with task conflict have been largely confined to team-level 
performance outcomes. Conflict scholars then have also investigated whether conflict is 
beneficial or detrimental to individual outcomes such as job satisfaction, stress, and burnout 
(e.g., Giebels & Janssen, 2005; Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008) and found that both task and 
relationship conflict have negative effects on individual outcomes. Specifically, relationship 
conflict has negative effects on individual satisfaction and productivity (Jehn, 1995). Individuals 
with high levels of task conflict tend to consider their experience in a team stressful and be 
overwhelmed due to excessive ideas and opinions (Avgar, Lee, & Chung, 2014). Avgar and 
colleagues (2014) show task conflict is detrimental to both stress levels and turnover intentions.  
A Contingency Model of Conflict and Team Outcomes 
Building on previous research, which generated a pattern of mixed findings on the effects 
of task conflict, conflict scholars are interested in contextual variables that could potentially 
influence the relationship between task conflict and consequences. The contingency perspective 
is that the potential effects of conflict are determined by contextual conditions (Jehn & 
Bendersky, 2003). Conflict scholars have begun to investigate conditions under which conflict is 
more or less destructive to team outcomes. For instance, Lovelace et al. (2001) found that the 
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effects of task conflict on team performance depend on how members in a team communicate 
with each other, while Shaw and colleagues (2011) found that the effect of task conflict on team 
performance is contingent on relationship conflict. Similarly, De Wit et al. (2012) also found that 
the negative effects of task conflict are strengthened when task conflict is highly associated with 
relationship conflict, suggesting that relationship conflict plays a moderating role in task conflict. 
The contingency perspective is also supported when it comes to individual outcomes. For 
instance, Avgar et al. (2014) show that the effect of conflict is influenced by individual factors as 
well as team-level contingencies. More specifically, they demonstrate that the negative 
relationship between task conflict and job stress is moderated by the extent to which employees 
are allowed work-related discretion, and the negative effect of relationship conflict on turnover is 
influenced by team-level social capital. 
This literature suggests that all types of conflict may be functional at some times and 
detrimental at others depending on their context, in contrast to the simple assumption that some 
types of conflicts are always beneficial and others are always detrimental (See De Dreu & West, 
2001). Although the focus of conflict research has moved from whether conflict is good or bad to 
when conflict can be good or bad, conflict scholars are still predominantly focused on shared 
experiences and perceptions among team members. This dominant focus allows conflict scholars 
to examine the effects of conflict on various team-level outcomes. However, individual-level 
experiences and perceptions are also important in conflict research as well as individual-level 
outcomes since individuals interact each other in teams, and everyone perceives and experiences 
conflict differently.   
Perceptions of Conflict—Conflict Asymmetry 
 10 
 
In analyzing the relationship between conflict and performance outcomes traditional 
conflict scholarship has assumed that individuals of the same team perceive the same amount of 
conflict. However, this assumption has been challenged recently in an emerging body of research 
in which scholars pay attention to variation in how conflict is perceived (e.g., Avgar & Neuman, 
2015; Jehn & Chatman, 2001; Jehn et al., 2010). Jehn and colleagues (2010) argue that it is 
important to assess individuals’ different perceptions of conflict levels in order to accurately 
predict reactions to conflict among team members. They found that people within the same work 
team can perceive different levels of conflict, and that this variation, called “conflict 
asymmetry,” affects team performance and creativity negatively. In addition, Avgar and Neuman 
(2015) introduce “conflict accuracy,” or the ability of an individual to accurately identify conflict 
between coworkers. They compared the evaluations reported by the members of a dyad with 
other team members’ evaluations of the dyad to measure conflict accuracy. Building on Jehn and 
colleagues’ (2010) conflict asymmetry argument, Avgar and Neuman (2015) provide empirical 
evidence that individuals’ accuracy varies when identifying conflict at different levels. The 
variation in perceptions of conflict is an important matter for two reasons. First, examining 
differing perceptions of conflict points to problems with aggregating individual-level perceptions 
of tensions and disagreements to the team level (i.e., measurement). Second, it calls for scholars 
to explore what drives differences in perceptions of conflict or where such variation comes from 
(i.e., antecedents).  
Based on the above literature review, I find two unexplored areas to contribute to the 
research on the effects of conflict on team outcomes: antecedents of conflict and the dyad-level 
of analysis.  
Antecedents—What Drives Conflict 
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Much of conflict research has tended to ignore conflict’s antecedents (for similar 
arguments, see Avgar et al., 2016; Nelson, 1989). Rather, conflict researchers have paid the most 
attention to the consequences of conflict (for an overview, see De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a). In 
other words, much of the focus has been on the effects of conflict, with far less attention given to 
the factors that explain what brought it about. Considering the detrimental effects of conflict and 
further recognizing that conflict is inevitable within teams and organizations, it makes sense that 
conflict scholars mostly investigate potential effects of conflict and its consequences. Early 
conflict scholars have concentrated specifically on the negative effects of conflict (Wall & 
Callister, 1995). However, I argue that researching the antecedents of conflict is equally 
important because could help unpack inconclusive findings on the effects of conflict (e.g., when 
and whether conflict is beneficial). Furthermore, understanding conflict’s antecedents could also 
help researchers determine why individuals perceive conflict differently (i.e., conflict 
asymmetry), since conflict is still perceived and experienced at the dyad-level based on 
interpersonal relationships and thus the factors which drive conflict might affect the individuals’ 
experiences as well. By investigating antecedents, researchers may be able to better comprehend 
the complex dynamics of intragroup conflict and, more importantly, improve team effectiveness 
and performance.  
Levels of Analysis—Why Conflict at the Dyad-Level Is Important 
Conflict in organizations exists at many levels and in many different patterns (Korsgaard, 
Ployhart, & Ulrich, 2016). One criticism of the conflict-research domain is that it is currently 
dominantly focused on the team level and relatively less focused on other levels, such as 
individual or dyad. For instance, Korsgaard and colleagues (2008) argue that conflict research 
“has focused on neglecting the multilevel nature of intragroup conflict and its emergence 
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processes.” Specifically, conflict at the individual-level has a lower research volume and has 
received relatively less scholarly attention (Avgar et al., 2015). Similarly, the dyad-level is also 
relatively neglected in the conflict-research domain. In fact, the dyad-level is often missed in 
organizational behavior research. For instance, Gooty and Yammarino (2010) argue that research 
at the dyad-level is scarcer compared to other levels such as individual, team, or organization. 
However, conflict at the dyad-level is particularly important (see Avgar & Neuman, 2015 for a 
similar argument) to capture specific conflict experiences between specific individuals in a 
group, and their perceptions of those experiences. This is because individuals perceive conflict 
differently, according to the notion of conflict asymmetry, it is important to capture how 
individuals within the same team may experience and perceive the same conflict event in 
different ways. To do so, researchers should focus on lower levels of intragroup conflict, such as 
the dyad-level. In order words, conflict scholars should investigate conflict at the dyad-level to 
understand dynamics of intragroup conflict completely since individuals experience and perceive 
conflict through actual dyadic interactions among fellow team members and dyadic tensions and 
disagreement are the initial source of conflict (Jehn, Rispens, Jonsen, & Greer, 2013). 
Fortunately, some conflict scholars recognized and started to pay attention to the importance of 
conflict at the dyad-level (e.g., Avgar & Neuman, 2015; Sinha, Janardhanan, Greer, Conlon, & 
Edwards, 2016) and yet I argue that more studies are needed both theoretically and empirically.     
Moreover, taken together with the issue of antecedents, to my knowledge there is no 
empirical research that examines antecedents of conflict at the dyad-level in the workplace. 
Therefore, building on these premises, I argue that individual, dyad, and team factors could 
affect individuals’ perceptions of dyadic conflict.  
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CHAPTER 3: HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 
This section offers rationales that help answer questions about why understanding 
conflict at the dyad-level is important for understanding intragroup conflict and how the 
perceived dyadic conflict could be operationalized. Then, in what follows, I propose a multilevel 
model for antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict that takes personality traits, personality traits 
differences between dyad members, dyads’ communication on work-related matters and 
socialization with each other, and team psychological safety into account. By doing so, I identify 
antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict and also examine cross-level effects of those 
antecedents on perceived dyadic conflict. 
Toward Understanding Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Why Investigating Conflict at the Dyad-Level Is Important 
Many of the phenomena that interest organizational behavior scholars inherently occur in 
dyadic contexts (Ferris et al., 2009). Thus, investigating the contexts at the dyad-level is 
meaningful. In fact, it is not new, especially for research that focuses on interpersonal 
relationships and interactions between individuals. Popular dyadic contexts include leader–
member exchange and negotiation. Specifically, workplace leadership (e.g., the vertical dyad 
linkage model) often focuses on the interactions between leader and member—two people as a 
pair. The dyad-level as a unit of analysis allows leadership scholars to investigate both parties 
(i.e., the leader and follower) involved in leadership processes and their unique relationships 
(e.g., Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1991). Similarly, scholars who investigate romantic relationships or the 
family domain pay attention to the dyad-level to capture interactions or behavioral patterns 
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between the two individuals. Therefore, the dyad-level as the unit of analysis is required to 
capture specific interactions between two individuals. 
In a similar vein, investigating conflict at the dyad-level is an important step in testing 
arguments that have been built based on team-level conflict research. A lot of the conflict within 
interpersonal relationships that occurs in teams and organizations is based on the dyad-level 
(Wall & Callister, 1995). This dyadic conflict is different from individual- or team-level conflict. 
First, perceived dyadic conflict could reflects two individuals’ perceptions involved in conflict 
event whereas individual level conflict count on self-reports of one individuals’ perceptions. 
Second, perceived dyadic conflict is based on individuals’ unique and specific dyadic 
experiences in a team with other team members rather than abstract or broad perceptions of 
conflict in a team. For example, Avgar and Neuman (2015) pointed out that conflict at the dyad-
level should be differentiated from that at the team level. In fact, the argument that individuals’ 
conflict experiences play out in dyadic structure is not a completely new argument. Conflict 
scholars agree that interpersonal conflict is, conceptually, a dyadic phenomenon (Korsgaard et 
al., 2008). For example, Baxter, Wilmot, Simmons, and Swartz (1993) explain that conflict is 
most often defined as an interpersonal event. Therefore, conflict at the dyad-level is a beginning 
phase of intragroup conflict, and thus shapes intragroup conflict (Jehn et al., 2013). However, 
conflict at this dyad-level is not fully received scholarly attention until recently (see Avgar & 
Neuman, 2015; Korsgaard et al., 2008 for a similar argument). 
Why Conflict at the Dyad-Level Has Received Less Attention  
Generally, the dyad-level of analysis does not receive much attention compared to other 
levels such as individual or team in the organizational behavior research domain (Gooty & 
Yammarino, 2010). This is because using dyads as a level of analysis is difficult both 
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conceptually and methodologically. Specifically, it is hard to collect true dyad-level data and this 
cause some difficulties in capturing individuals’ specific interactions with other team members, 
even though dyadic data is often collected based on individual responses. Due to this difficulty, it 
is common that scholars ignore dyadic relationships and aggregate individual responses to higher 
levels; this approach has been criticized recently (i.e., Gooty & Yammarino, 2010; Krasikova & 
LeBreton, 2012).  
In conflict research, there are not many empirical studies that investigate conflict at the 
dyad-level, especially in real work settings. Conflict scholars consider conflict a team-level 
phenomenon and focus on team-level conflict, based on the premise that individuals in a team 
share conflict experiences. Conflict scholars pay less attention to individuals’ conflict 
perceptions or their unique experiences with specific team members. Therefore, conflict at the 
dyad-level, where the individuals’ experiences occur, remains uninvestigated. However, as 
conflict scholars recognize the possibility that team members may have varying perceptions of 
conflict (i.e., conflict asymmetry), interest in individuals’ perceptions have increased, and thus 
dyadic conflict should be revisited. 
Another reason for the missing dyad-level conflict in the research domain is that there is 
no consensus on how the dyad-level of conflict can be operationalized as a construct in terms of 
methodology. In this paper, I provide one way to operationalize perceived dyadic conflict, which 
is that conflict exists at the dyad-level if one of the dyad members perceives conflict. At its core, 
conflict at the dyad-level should reflect and capture either or both parties’ conflict perceptions in 
their interpersonal relationship.   
How Dyadic Conflict Could Be Operationalized 
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Examining conflict at the dyad-level may also help conflict scholars develop a more 
methodologically accurate way to measure intragroup conflict. Some scholars criticize the 
current, established methods of measuring intragroup conflict because of its focus on the more 
abstract team conflict climate, rather than on individual perceptions of specific conflict situations 
(e.g., Avgar & Neuman, 2015). Specifically, the traditional way of measuring team-level conflict 
by aggregating individuals’ responses does not measure conflict experiences based on 
individuals’ interpersonal relationships. Rather, it captures individuals’ perceptions of the 
atmosphere of team conflict. However, a dyad-level approach to measurement directs more 
resources toward capturing specific conflict episodes within specific dyads. Given that conflict 
initially takes place at the dyad-level (Avgar & Neuman, 2015; Baxter et al., 1993), conflict 
asymmetry can be better addressed by considering various situations where conflict perceptions 
are asymmetrical within a dyad.  
Dyadic conflict could be operationalized in several different ways. At its core, dyadic 
conflict should not only reflect both parties of a dyad’s perceptions of conflict, but also address 
individuals’ specific conflict experiences with a partner in a dyadic relationship. When it comes 
to the first point, reflecting both parties of a dyad’s conflict perceptions, ideally. if the two 
parties of the dyad agree on their conflict experience, there is no doubt that there is conflict (or 
no conflict) between them. However, it is also possible that there is disagreement on the conflict 
perceptions between them. Specifically, either of the parties perceives conflict with the partner, 
who does not perceive conflict. In this case, dyadic conflict could still be considered to exist, 
since their relationship is affected when either of the dyad members perceive conflict (Avgar & 
Neuman, 2015; Thomas, 1976). With this as a bottom line, I provide a more detailed explanation 
of how perceived dyadic conflict is operationalized in the method section in chapter 4.   
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What Are the Advantages of Dyadic Conflict? 
Investigating conflict at the dyad-level is meaningful in that it allows conflict scholars to 
capture individuals’ unique conflict experiences with other team members. By doing so, they can 
also study the potential reasons why individuals perceive conflict differently. Analysis of dyad-
level conflict helps capture hitherto unexplored antecedents of conflict. Jehn et al. (2013) explain 
that scant research has been conducted on dyadic conflict in team contexts. By looking at dyadic 
conflict, we may find unexplored antecedents of conflict at this level. Specifically, we may test 
potential antecedents that are closely related to disagreement or tension between specific team 
members (dyads), and thus examine team dynamics better. Conflict at the dyad-level is a 
necessary object of analysis for finding the potential factors which drive conflict. By better 
understanding the potential antecedents of conflict, we can then prepare to prevent or manage 
conflict better.   
Antecedents of Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Understanding Antecedents of Conflict 
 Several studies have identified antecedents of intragroup conflict by focusing on group 
attributes. For example, Pelled and colleagues (1999) explain the complex relationship between 
group diversity and different types of conflict in teams. Within this literature, one line of 
research has emphasized the importance of identifying the antecedents of each dimension of 
conflict and its effects in order to manage conflict more effectively (Mooney, Holahan, & 
Amason, 2007). However, research on these antecedents is still scarce and inconclusive for 
dyadic conflict. Korsgaard et al. (2008) also point out that there is no theoretical framework for 
the linkages among individuals, dyads, and groups. With this paper, I contribute to our 
 18 
 
understanding of how to manage intragroup conflict at the dyad-level by analyzing antecedents 
of dyadic conflict. Since focusing on just one level is likely to provide an incomplete, or even 
inaccurate, understanding of the conflict as a whole, the model I develop addresses antecedents 
of perceived dyadic conflict within individual, interpersonal, and team levels of analysis. The 
results of testing the model provide empirical evidence of the sources of individuals’ perceptions 
of dyadic conflict.  
Multilevel Nature of the Antecedents 
Korsgaard and colleagues (2008) propose a multilevel model of how intragroup conflict 
emerges. After providing an overview of current research about antecedents, they argue that 
there has been little systematic consideration of the interdependencies among different levels due 
to the dominant focus on the team level. This criticism could be applied to antecedents of 
conflict. There is no empirical study to investigate antecedents of conflict in different levels 
together, especially for investigating the antecedents of conflict at the dyad-level. In this paper, I 
identify and integrate three different levels of antecedents—individual, dyad, and team—to 
reflect the multilevel nature of antecedents of intragroup conflict that Korsgaard and colleagues 
(2008) suggest, as well as their effects on individuals’ perceptions of dyadic conflict.  
Taken together, this dissertation reflects on the multilevel nature of antecedents and tests 
their effects on perceived dyadic conflict, which has hitherto received relatively little scholarly 
attention. This dissertation not only provides answers about what drives conflict, but also 
explains why conflict at the dyad-level is important for understanding intragroup conflict.   
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Individual-Level Antecedents of Perceived Dyadic Conflict  
Effects of Personality Traits on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Previous conflict scholars suggest that personalities within parties is a factor of conflict 
(Brett, 1984; Kilman & Thomas, 1978). Specifically, individuals’ personalities influence the 
development of their everyday interactions with partners and teammates. As such, individual 
differences in personality traits are reflected in the manner in which conflicts arise at workplace. 
In other words, differences in personality can predispose individuals to create and value social 
connections in the workplace differently, thus influencing their interpersonal relationships and in 
turn impacting their work behavior, which may present as behavioral expressions of conflict. For 
example, Korsgaard and colleagues (2008) introduced individuals’ personalities as an example of 
individual difference inputs that might affect individuals’ perceptions of conflict. Although the 
role of personality in conflict has been explored by conflict scholars over the past decades, the 
major focus of this research has been its role in conflict resolution styles, rather than as an 
antecedent of conflict (for some exceptions, see Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996; 
Bono, Boles, Judge, & Lauver, 2002). For instance, while Barbuto, Phipps, and Xu (2010) found 
that personality traits were antecedents to conflict management styles, Bono et al. (2002) argue 
that personality traits affect both individuals’ experiences and their behaviors related to conflict. 
Especially, conflict at the dyad-level originates from interpersonal relationships, personality 
traits is a key antecedent of the dyadic conflict that affect individuals’ conflict perceptions with 
others. However, some scholars have insisted that personality traits accounts for very little 
variance for individuals’ reactions to conflict (Greenhalgh, Neslin, & Gilkey, 1985). Therefore, I 
will examine the extent to which personality traits influences conflict perceptions in dyad 
relationships. Korsgaard et al. (2008) argue that personality traits derived from the five-factor 
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model are most consistently related to conflict. Consistent with this view, I examine the effects 
of these five factors on dyadic conflict.  
Effects of Agreeableness on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Agreeableness refers to the extent to which individuals are corporative, likeable, and 
considerate (Digman, 1990). It is the trait most relevant to interpersonal relationships (Graziano 
et al., 1996), and thus it is considered an important trait in conflict research (Bono et al., 2002). 
Individuals high in agreeableness are cooperative and unselfish (Costa & McCrae, 1992). In 
other words, highly agreeable individuals can lend emotional support to others. On the other 
hand, those who are low in agreeableness are indifferent or even hostile to others (Trapnell & 
Wiggins, 1990). For instance, prior research shows that agreeableness is negatively associated 
with counterproductive behavior (Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). Similarly, Graziano and 
colleagues (1996) found that highly agreeable individuals see less conflict in their interactions 
with others, like others more, and rate others more positively, than less agreeable individuals do. 
In addition, they showed that an individual who is less agreeable generates more conflict with his 
or her partners. Moreover, less agreeable individuals become anxious when they confront 
negative stimuli and thus tend to react strongly (Jawahar, 2002). Research on conflict-resolution 
styles also shows that individuals who are high in agreeableness tend to prefer avoiding conflict 
(Antonioni, 1998) and thus are more likely to cooperate or concede in conflict situations 
(Moberg, 1998). Based on these findings, I argue that agreeableness plays a key role in managing 
conflict, especially in a dyadic relationship. I expect that more agreeableness results in less 
perceived dyadic conflict.   
Hypothesis 1a. Individuals high in agreeableness will report less experience of dyadic conflict 
(both task and relationship) when controlling for their partner’s personalities. 
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Effects of Conscientiousness on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Conscientiousness is about how an individual controls and regulates his or her own 
impulses rather than interpersonal relationships. Highly conscientiousness individuals tend to be 
better-organized and more goal-oriented than those who are low in conscientiousness. A couple 
of studies have found that individuals who are low in conscientiousness are prone to conduct 
more counterproductive behaviors in conflict situations (Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Jockin, 
Arvey, & McGue., 2001). Moynihan and Peterson (2001) found that conscientiousness is 
positively related to task concentration. Considering that concerns that the task will not be 
achieved could be potential sources of conflict (Anderson, 2009), individuals high in 
conscientiousness are more likely to avoid potential distractions from tasks and fulfill their 
responsibilities well. Thus, those potential causes of conflict are less prevalent for highly 
conscientiousness individuals. Moreover, highly conscientious individuals promote trust and 
encourage cooperation (LePine, Hollenbeck, Ilgen, & Hedlund, 1997). They can avoid potential 
interpersonal disputes about their contribution to tasks, since their partners are confident in their 
abilities to complete tasks. Highly conscientious individuals tend to withhold their disagreement 
with others who have different viewpoints and dislike them since they have high levels of self-
control (Moberg, 2001). More importantly, they strive for harmonious relations with less 
conscientious counterpart (Anderson, 2009). Taken together, I expect that individuals high in 
conscientiousness will report less conflict (for both task and relationship conflict) in dyadic 
relationships.  
Hypothesis 1b. Individuals high in conscientiousness will report fewer experiences of dyadic 
conflict (both task and relationship) when controlling for their partner’s personalities. 
Effects of Extraversion on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
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Extraversion refers to being sociable, talkative, and assertive (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 
Thus, extraversion is an important trait to consider with respect to perceived dyadic conflict 
since perceived dyadic conflict is based on actual interactions between two individuals. 
Extraversion is particularly important in situations where frequent social interaction is required 
such as workplaces (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Generally, extraverts are positive, social, and 
energetic (Bono et al., 2002; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Watson & Clark, 1984), while individuals 
who are low in extraversion are generally quiet and withdrawn. Research on conflict-resolution 
styles shows that more-extraverted individuals display a predisposition toward controlling, 
confrontational, and dominating behaviors when dealing with conflict (Antonioni, 1998; 
Moberg, 1998, 2001). Therefore, although individuals high in extraversion are likely to be 
actively involved discussions (Littlepage, Schmidt, Whisler, & Frost, 1995), they may express 
assertiveness with a tendency to be more forceful in communicating opinions in dyadic 
relationships than in group discussions (McCrae & Costa, 1987). For instance, Barry and Stewart 
(1997) found that individuals high in extraversion are likely to find ways to dominate others, 
which increases conflict with others. Indeed, assertiveness can often be viewed as a form of 
incipient conflict (Spizberg, Canary, & Cupach, 1994). Thus, individuals high in extraversion are 
more likely to experience conflict with other people in a dyadic relationship. 
Hypothesis 1c. Individuals high in extraversion will report more experience of dyadic conflict 
(both task and relationship conflict) when controlling for their partner’s personalities. 
Effects of Neuroticism on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Neuroticism is the most frequently studied among the five-factor traits (Bono et al., 2002) 
and it has also been investigated with respect to conflict. For instance, Bolger and Zuckerman 
(1995) found that neuroticism is positively related to frequency of conflict. However, few studies 
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have investigated whether there is a direct relationship between neuroticism and conflict, or 
treated neuroticism as an antecedent of conflict (for an exception, see Bono et al., 2002). 
Neuroticism refers to a tendency to experience negative affectivity such as hostility, fear, or 
depression (Bono et al., 2002; Goldberg, 1990). Individuals who are high in neuroticism “tend to 
be anxious, depressed, angry, and insecure” (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz & Knafo 2002, p. 793). 
Judge, Locke, and Durham (1997) found that individuals who are high in neuroticism often have 
limited social networks and are less likely to control their emotions in team settings. Moreover, 
individuals with higher levels with neuroticism tend to experience anger or hostility easily (Costa 
& McCrae, 1992) and, they are likely to complain about their partners (Buss, 1991). In studies 
relating personality traits to conflict management style, scholars have found that individuals high 
in neuroticism are not likely to confront others in conflict situations. Antonioni (1998) reports 
that neuroticism has a positive relationship with avoidant conflict styles. Similarly, Moberg 
(2001) found that neuroticism is negatively related to confrontation. Thus, I suggest that 
individuals high in neuroticism experience less task conflict. On the other hand, they are more 
likely to feel threatened by stress and uncertainty when others have different views on tasks. 
Therefore, they experience and perceive more relationship conflict. Taken together, individuals 
who have high levels of neuroticism may experience conflict in an opposite way with their 
partner in a dyadic relationship. I expect to find a negative relationship between neuroticism and 
dyadic task conflict but a positive one between neuroticism and dyadic relationship conflict.  
Hypothesis 1d-1. Individuals high in neuroticism will report less experience of dyadic task 
conflict when controlling for their partner’s personalities. 
Hypothesis 1d-2. Individuals high in neuroticism will report more experience of dyadic 
relationship conflict when controlling for their partner’s personalities. 
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Effects of Openness to Experience on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Openness to experience (hereafter, openness) refers to the extent to which individuals are 
open-minded (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Although there are not many empirical studies to test the 
direct relationship between openness and conflict, I can draw indirect evidence from conflict 
management literature. Chanin and Schneer (1984) found that openness is negatively related 
with a compromising style, while Blickle (1997) found the positive relationship between 
openness and a tendency to start arguments. Similarly, prior conflict management research found 
that individuals high in openness prefer confronting or controlling conflict style (Moberg 1998). 
Both studies suggest that open individuals do not avoid conflict. Individuals high in openness 
should experience conflict for two reasons. First, high-openness individuals will likely attribute 
their conflicts to task or relationship issues. When it comes to task in the workplaces, those who 
are high in openness will spend more time considering other options since they are likely to seek 
new ideas with creative perspectives. In order words, they are likely to explore alternatives 
regarding how tasks should be completed effectively or efficiently. In this process, certain 
amount of conflict with others is unavoidable and they will experience conflict more often. 
Although high openness individuals are probably beneficial in the workplaces (i.e., increase team 
performance), they might promote certain levels of conflict in dyadic relationships. Second, 
individuals high in openness have different tendencies in their approaches to conflict compared 
to low-openness individuals, in that, they are willing to face conflict and, then seek rooms to 
reach compromise or cooperate to resolve the conflict later. These behavioral patterns when 
confronting conflict should cause such individuals to be more likely to be involved in it with 
others. Therefore, individuals scoring highly in openness will tend to experience and report more 
conflict (both task and relationship conflict). 
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Hypothesis 1e. Individuals high in openness will report more experience of dyadic conflict (both 
task and relationship) when controlling for their partner’s personalities. 
Dyad-Level Antecedents of Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Dyad-level antecedents are factors related to and affect the relationship between 
individuals in dyads such as the context in which the dyad functions (Korsgaard et al., 2008). I 
investigate the potential effects of these dyadic factors as antecedents of individuals’ perceptions 
of conflict. Personality traits similarity between two individuals in a dyad affects how the dyad 
functions since the two members of the dyad interact with each other and their personalities 
affect their behaviors. In a conflict context, the personality traits configurations of two 
individuals in a dyad is especially important, given that conflict inherently exists between two 
individuals (Pondy, 1967). Communication is at the heart of conflict (Mayer, 2000). Lack of 
communication creates conflict and further leads to misunderstanding. Similarly, Zhang, 
Stafford, Dhaliwal, Gillenson, and Moeller (2014) explain that conflict arises from poor 
communication, resulting in ineffective coordination. Borrowing from the distinction between 
work-related and non–work-related communication (e.g., Morrow, 1981; Tushman, 1979), I 
examine the effects of work-related communication on individuals’ perceptions of dyadic task 
conflict. Work-related communication does not necessarily involve differences of opinion; 
rather, it describes interactions between individuals exchanging information about task issues. 
Therefore, work-related communication is closely related to perceived dyadic task conflict. In a 
similar vein, I examine the effect of socializing with coworkers during free time on perceived 
dyadic relationship conflict. To socialize means to mix with others recreationally by definition. 
Considering that relationship conflicts involve emotionally laden disagreements based on 
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interpersonal incompatibilities and dislike, whether or not coworkers socialize with one another 
could be an important factor in individuals’ perceptions of dyadic relationship conflict.  
Effects of Personality Traits Similarities on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Building on effects of personalities on perceived dyadic conflict elaborated previously, it 
is important to investigate the extent to which differences of personality traits between 
individuals in a dyad affect their conflict perceptions. In this dissertation, I examine the extent to 
which personality traits similarities of two individuals in a dyad affect their perceptions of 
conflict. Given that personality traits influence individuals’ behavior, such as how the individual 
reacts to external influences and responds to his or her environment (Oliver & Mooradin, 2003), 
scholars have paid attention to the role of personality traits, especially in the workplace where a 
lot of daily interactions take place among coworkers. In a dyadic relationship, the role of 
personality traits could be larger since individuals understand each other’s attitudes and 
behaviors through constant interactions. Specifically, personality traits fit between individuals 
who work together can influence the interactions between the individuals, thus affecting their 
overall relationship. Bono and colleagues (2002) found relatively strong effects of personality 
traits on conflict at the dyadic level. Specifically, they showed that a dyad with high differences 
in extraversion between dyadic members were more likely to report task conflict.    
However, relatively few studies investigate the relationship between personality traits fit, 
and conflict perceptions in conflict research (except for Bono et al., 2005). Although conflict 
scholars recognize that personality traits affect individuals’ perceptions of conflict, lack of 
attention to dyadic conflict results in fewer studies about the potential relationship between 
personality traits configuration or fit between two dyad members and their perceptions of dyadic 
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conflict. Another possible explanation of the relatively little focus on personality traits fit in 
conflict research might be related to the difficulty of collecting dyad-level data.  
In this dissertation, I also focus on differences in the traits of the two individuals in a 
dyad—agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness— and 
examine their direct effects on perceived dyadic conflict. Together with the effects of those five 
traits as antecedents, this dissertation is able to provide complete evidence of effects of 
personality traits on perceived dyadic conflict. Although I do not test specific hypotheses for 
each of the five personality traits, I generally expect that large differences in personality traits 
lead to more dyadic conflict. 
Hypothesis 2: Dyads with larger differences in Big Five personality traits (agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness) between two members will report 
more dyadic conflict (both task and relationship conflict) when controlling for surface-level 
diversity. 
Effects of Work-Related Communication (within a Dyad) on Perceived Dyadic Task 
Conflict 
Considering that interactions between individuals in dyads is desirable, communication 
plays the role of a vehicle to not only deliver information but facilitate interactions in a dyadic 
relationship. Therefore, how to and what to communicate between individuals within the dyad is 
important (Korsgaard et al., 2008). Wall and Callister (1995) suggest that frequent 
communication is negatively related to conflict. Conflict scholars understand communication to 
moderate the relationship between task conflict and group outcomes. For instance, scholars have 
argued that the beneficial role of task conflict on team outcomes can exist when the team works 
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on complex, nonroutine tasks, which require creativity (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a) and 
communication facilitates this team process. From this perspective, communication helps team 
members understand various opinions and, viewpoints, and prevents task-related conflict among 
team members beforehand. I propose that, in a dyadic relationship, work-related communication 
facilitates shared understanding and helps to resolve complex issues, in that, individuals can 
communicate about tasks by exchanging different ideas or information and understanding their 
differences. Individuals understand both work progress and their partners better via effective 
communication, thus making their relationships stronger. During communication with each 
other, individuals in a dyad could understand tasks by giving feedback. Thus, I propose that 
work-related communication results in less perceived dyadic task conflict. 
Hypothesis 3. Dyad that have work-related communication between members will report fewer 
experience of dyadic task conflict. 
Effects of Socializing with Coworkers (within a Dyad) on Perceived Dyadic Relationship 
Conflict 
In network research, informal socializing ties, are operationalized by friendship, since 
researchers ask about the extent to which two individuals socialize outside of their organization 
(e.g., Ibarra & Andrews, 1993; Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001). Friendship refers to positive 
relationships between individuals (Jehn & Shah, 1997). Social network research typically 
operationalizes friendships using tie strength. Strong ties are generally associated with high 
levels of trust and exchange of social resources (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001) whereas those 
with weak ties are less likely to be involved with one another socially or emotionally 
(Granovetter, 1973). Socializing with coworkers in a team helps individuals have strong ties with 
each other. Thus, I would expect that individuals who socialize more with coworkers have 
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greater trust and, more solidarity than those who socialize less (Granovetter 1985; Krackhardt, 
1999; Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993). Nelson (1989) found that organizations that have less 
conflict have higher numbers of strong, intergroup ties. In dyadic groups, prior research indicates 
that friendship may be detrimental to group performance, since group members may focus on 
social interaction rather than tasks (Baron & Byrne 1987). However, on the other hand, teams 
consisting of friends should experience low levels of conflict, since the group members have 
already established their friendships (Berscheid, 1983). In a dyadic relationship, relationship 
conflict will be decreased if two individuals in a dyad have similar interests and experience. 
Similarly, when individuals in a dyad do not have friendship ties, socializing with coworkers 
plays a key role in preventing conflict between the two. Socializing with coworkers also stands 
to impact the relationship between heterogeneity and conflict in teams. Socializing with 
coworkers is a process by which people in groups learn which beliefs and norms for behavior are 
appropriate (see van Maanen, 1977). Socializing with coworkers counters the effects of 
heterogeneity by promoting similarity as the two identify and learn about their differences and 
opinions. Thus, I propose that socializing with coworkers lead to less dyadic conflict. 
Hypothesis 4. Dyad whose members socialize will report fewer experiences of perceived dyadic 
relationship conflict.  
Team-Level Antecedents of Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
There are several team factors which contribute to intragroup conflicts in the workplace. 
Conflict scholars have identified shared team characteristics, such as norms and trust as 
antecedents. For instance, Amason and Sapienza (1997) show that cognitive conflict is increased 
when members of top management teams exchange information and communicate freely. 
Similarly, Jehn and Mannix (2001) show that the relationship between team atmosphere and 
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different types of conflict over time. Specifically, they found that a positive group atmosphere 
characterized by high levels of respect and trust was related to lower levels of conflict. Likewise, 
Mooney and colleagues (2007) found a negative relationship between team-oriented cultures and 
task conflict.  
Among possible team factors, team psychological safety, a notion put forward by 
Edmonson (1999), is useful for understanding intragroup conflict because it could be a 
contextual attribute that predisposes individuals within the team to experience conflict. In other 
words, individuals’ perceptions of psychological safety stems from their interpersonal 
relationships (Edmondson, 1999), and these perceptions, in turn, affect their experiences and 
perceptions of conflict. Team psychological safety is “a shared belief that the team environment 
is safe for interpersonal risk taking” (Edmonson 1999). It is a broad construct that represents a 
team atmosphere that includes respect and trust. In conflict research, team psychological safety 
has been considered as a contextual factor that may influence the relationship between task 
conflict and group performance. For instance, Bradley and colleagues (2012) found that high 
team psychological safety strengthens the relationship between task conflict and group 
performance. There is some supporting evidence of a possible relationship between conflict and 
team psychological safety at the group level. Specifically, Wilkens and London (2006) found 
negative relationships between task and relationship conflict and psychological safety in 
healthcare setting. Despite the theoretical arguments that psychological safety can change team 
members’ conflict perceptions and the way conflict is managed in a team, there has been no 
research to determine whether team-level factors affect individuals’ dyadic conflict perceptions. 
In other words, psychological safety’s direct effects on individuals’ experience of conflict in a 
team has yet to be tested. Therefore, I examine direct the effects of team psychological safety on 
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individuals’ perceptions of conflict within dyad relationships. In other words, I argue that team 
psychological safety could be an antecedent itself rather than just a moderator, especially for 
individuals’ conflict perceptions in dyad relationships. 
Effects of Team Psychological Safety on Perceived Dyadic Task Conflict 
Team psychological safety climate has been considered as a contextual factor that 
influences the relationship between task conflict and outcomes. Scholars have examined whether 
task conflict can improve team performance under conditions of different levels of team 
psychological safety (De Dreu, 2008; Parayitam & Dooley, 2007; Bradley et al., 2012). For 
example, Bradley and colleagues (2012) provided empirical evidence that psychological safety 
facilitates task conflict in such a way that it reaps the highest possible performance benefits. 
Individuals working in environments with high levels of team psychological safety not only have 
certain levels of discretion but also avoid taking disagreements (i.e., task conflict) personally. 
Therefore, they are more likely to voice different perspectives, which leads to discussions 
regarding task processes, and therefore, the team can invest more time in constructive problem-
solving. Hulsheger, Anderson, and Salgado (2009) found that teams with higher levels of 
psychological safety experience a cooperative atmosphere that encourages discussion about 
alternative perspectives on tasks. Moreover, Team members in a psychologically safe 
environment also have higher levels of self-efficacy and deal with conflicts better (Campion, 
Medsker, & Higgs, 1993). In dyadic relationships, individuals in teams with higher levels of 
psychological safety experience and perceive less task conflict with their coworkers since they 
are more likely to engage in active discussion about tasks with their coworkers and draw 
conclusion through the discussions. Therefore, they might perceive less task conflict in dyadic 
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relationships. Taken together, I propose that individuals experience less dyadic task conflict in a 
team that has a higher level of psychological safety. 
Hypothesis 5a. Dyads in a team with higher levels of psychological safety climate will report less 
experiences of dyadic task conflict, when controlling for team-level task conflict. 
Effects of Team Psychological Safety on Perceived Dyadic Relationship Conflict 
Psychological safety also describes a team environment wherein team members trust and 
respect each other, in which they are encouraged to discuss and offer dissenting viewpoints. 
Specifically, when a team is psychologically safe, team members feel comfortable being 
themselves and are less concerned about how others will react to their speaking up about errors 
and ideas. Along the same lines, a dyad in a team that has higher level of psychological safety is 
more likely to communicate and discuss tasks, and it will not perceive interpersonal risk-taking 
as threatening; thus, the members of the dyad are less likely to feel frustrated or have hurt 
feelings if they disagree. For instance, Edmonson (1999) found positive relationship between 
psychological safety and learning behaviors in a team, such as information sharing and, asking 
for feedback. Similarly, Jehn and Mannix (2001) found that positive group atmospheres, such as 
those with high levels of interpersonal trust and respect, open discussion norms, and low levels 
of competition are positively associated with team performance. They also found that positive 
group atmospheres foster less relationship conflict and moderate levels of task conflict in high 
performance teams. Teams high in psychological safety are more likely to cooperate and 
evaluate their team members’ behaviors positively. Thus, I propose that individuals in a team 
that has a higher level of psychological safety experience less dyadic relationship conflict. 
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Hypothesis 5b. Dyads in a team with higher levels of psychological safety climate will report 
fewer experiences of dyadic relationship conflict, when controlling for team-level relationship 
conflict. 
The figure 3.1 below presents a theoretical framework, including all relationships proposed in 
this dissertation.
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FIGURE 3.1: A Proposed Theoretical Model 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
Research Setting and Participants 
Data were collected from a scientific state agency located in the Midwest. This research 
was conducted as a part of larger project with other scholars who serve in the dissertation 
committee.1 The agency received a presentation of research findings in exchange for their 
voluntary participation. This multidisciplinary research institute studies different aspects of the 
state resources, such as its natural history, archaeology, geology, and water supply. Each 
organization that employs researchers and support staff runs independently; they have team 
based organization structure and encourage collaboration to work through complex issues and 
problems. 
All participants were asked to complete a web-based survey sent to their company email 
addresses in 2013. Initial invitations, followed by multiple reminders were sent via email. The 
agency had 67 teams ranging in size from 2 to 16 members; average team size was 9. Of the 550 
employees in the institution invited, 341 completed the individual-level survey, resulting in a 
62% response rate; 414 completed team-level surveys, resulting in an 83% response rate. A total 
28,156 conflict episodes with 307 participants were generated. The average organization tenure 
among participants was 11.86 years and they usually had stayed and less than one year (0.81 
year) at other organizations in the institution.  
Samples Used in the Analyses 
                                                          
1 Other scholars—Ariel Avgar and Eric Neuman—serve on my dissertation committee (as a 
chair and a committee member), and they generously allowed me to use the data for this 
dissertation.  
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Original raw data are based on individual responses and these individual responses are 
converted and restructured to dyad data as recommended and suggested by Kenny, Kashy, and 
Cook (2006). The dependent variable, perceived dyadic conflict, and dyad-level variables are 
created using the restructured data. During the restructuring procedure, one of the four 
organizations in the institution’s responses were found not to be reliable due to many missing 
variables, especially team-level responses. Therefore, I chose not to include those responses in 
the analyses. As a result, 114 participants were dropped in the further analyses. Therefore, 199 
individuals with 46 teams generated 750 dyad pairs. Of the 750 dyad pairs, 647 dyads are valid 
and included in the analysis, while the others were dropped due to missing variables in 
demographic characteristics. 647 dyads are composed of 199 respondents varied in age (M = 
43.34, SD = 12.37), gender (56.0% male), and highest education completed (high school 
diploma: 1.6%; bachelor’s degree: 28.0%; master’s degree: 44.0%; doctorate: 25.4%). Most team 
members self-reported as Caucasian (91.9%). Table 4.1 shows key statistics about the sample. 
Table 4.1: Sample Statistics 
 Mean SD Min Max 
Age 43.34 12.37 23 80 
Gender .56 .50 0 1 
Education Level Frequency Percentage 
High school 3 1.6 
Associate’s degree 2 1.0 
Bachelor’s degree 54 28.0 
Master’s degree 85 44.0 
Ph.D 49 25.4 
 
Measures for Team-Level Variables 
Team Psychological Safety. Team psychological safety was measured using the six-item scale 
developed by Edmondson (1999). Sample items include “it is safe to take a risk on this team,” 
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“no one on this team would deliberately act in a way that would undermine anyone else’s work,” 
and “if members make a mistake on this team, it is often held against them.” (the latter is reverse 
scored). Cronbach’s alpha was .85. 
Aggregation for Team Psychological Safety 
Team psychological safety is aggregated to the team-level since the hypotheses 4a and 4b 
identified the unit of analysis as the team. The aggregation requires that the perceptions of 
individuals within a team are reasonably homogeneous. To justify the aggregation of iteam 
members’ responses for psychological safety, I computed rwg and inter-member reliabilities 
(ICC1 and ICC22, Bliese, 2000), and checking for the aggregation of individual responses to the 
team-level showed acceptable values (median rwg = .83, mean rwg = .73, SD = .27; ICC1 = .02, 
ICC2 = .58). I also performed one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) to determine the 
between-group variance for the team psychological safety variable before aggregation. The F 
value was statistically significant (p < .000), indicating consistent group-level differences.  
Measures for Dyad-Level Variables 
Operationalization of Perceived Dyadic Conflict.  
The dependent variable in this dissertation is perceived dyadic conflict for both task and 
relationship conflict. This perceived dyadic conflict is measured using the new approach 
developed by Avgar and Neuman (2015). Specifically, Avgar and Neuman (2015) asked 
respondents to report whether they experienced and believed they had conflict with specific team 
members. Among all possible combinations of dyads that they could have in a team, respondents 
were able to identify the team members who perceived conflict with themselves. By doing so, 
                                                          
2 ICC1 refers to the proportion of variance that can be explained at the team-level, whereas ICC2 
indicates the reliability of team mean (Bliese, 2000) 
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Avgar and Neuman (2015) collected data on all possible combinations of dyads in an 
organization. This unique approach is used to operationalize the dependent variable, perceived 
dyadic conflict, in this dissertation. Participants are asked to point to their team members that 
they believe that they had experiences of conflict with dyadically. Followed the same approach, 
all possible dyads within a team that each individual could have are listed and each respondent 
can choose among task conflict, relationship conflict, both types of conflict,3 or no conflict with 
each of his or her fellow team members.  
Dyadic conflict, by nature, refers to the fact that each member of a dyad could experience 
and perceive conflict with a partner. However, perceived dyadic conflict is considered to exist in 
a dyad if at least one member reports that there is conflict within the dyad. In other words, a dyad 
is considered to have conflict if either of the dyad members indicate that there is conflict between 
them. This method is based on “max-of” rule (Shaw et al., 2005)4. In a conflict context, this 
approach makes particular sense in that two individuals in a dyad affect each other in their 
relationship (e.g., concern) (Avgar & Neuman, 2015; Thomas, 1976). Table 4.2 shows the 
specific operationalization of dyadic conflict in this dissertation based on two members of a 
dyad’s responses. 
  
                                                          
3 Task and relationship conflict are counted separately for those who responded that they had 
experienced both types of conflict (task and relationship conflict) during the coding process 
before the data were analyzed.   
4 There is not a clear consensus about how dyadic conflict should be operationalized. 
Considering that a dyadic relationship involves two individuals, it is also possible that dyadic 
conflict is considered and counted when the two dyad members agree whether or not conflict 
exists between them. However, conflict exist even when two individuals may have different 
perceptions of conflict. Therefore, current operationalization of the dyadic conflict used in this 
dissertation is appropriate (see, Avgar & Neuman, 2015; Thomas, 1976 for similar argument).  
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Table 4.2. Matrix for Perceived Dyadic Conflict Operationalization Example 
Dyad member Dyad member 1 Dyad member 2 Dyad member 1 Dyad member 2 
Response Conflict Conflict Conflict No conflict 
Dyad conflict 
operationalization 
Dyadic conflict Dyadic conflict 
Response No conflict Conflict No conflict No conflict 
Dyad conflict 
operationalization 
Dyadic conflict No dyadic conflict 
 
Network Variables 
Work-related communication and socialization with coworkers are two network variables 
in this dissertation in addition to perceived dyadic conflict. These items are measured by the 
social network approach recommended by Hollenbeck and Jamieson (2015), which allows 
participants to indicate whether they have communication about work-related matters and 
socialized with their coworkers. As with the perceived dyadic conflict variable, participants were 
asked to identify those with whom they have experienced each kind of dyadic interaction among 
all their coworkers based on the team membership. Participants could indicate multiple 
coworkers if they had relationships with them. The “max-of” (Shaw et al., 2005) is also applied 
to these two variables. A dyad was considered to have a work-related communication when one 
of the dyad responded that there is work-related communication between them. Similarly, if one 
member indicated that they socialize with their partner during free time, the dyad was considered 
to have socialization. Table 4.3 and 4.4 illustrate cases where work-related communication with 
coworkers and socialization with coworkers was operationalized.  
Personality Traits Similarity between Members of a Dyad. This variable was assessed using the 
absolute value of the differences between each personality traits reported by the two members of 
a dyad. Lower values (e.g., close to zero) mean that two dyad members have similar 
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personalities. The data for this dissertation have dyad individuals’ personality traits scores and 
allow me to create a new personality traits congruence variable by calculating the personality 
traits similarity in that way.     
Personality traits difference (D) = |Dyad member A’s personality traits – Dyad member B’s 
personality traits| 
One important point to note is that there are several options to evaluate fit between two 
individuals. Although the absolute values of two individuals’ personality traits difference, which 
is Euclidian distance, are widely used in fit (or congruence) research, there are several 
methodological problems associated with the use of this difference method such as lack of 
magnitude or directional information about the values (see, Edward, 1993, 1994, for a review of 
potential problems and criticisms of the differences method). As an alternative, some scholars 
use polynomial regression with three-dimensional surface interpretation (Edward, 1993) and this 
method is getting more popular, especially in congruence (or fit) research domain. Although I do 
not expect specific directions or magnitudes of personality traits similarity hypotheses in this 
dissertation yet (e.g., differentiation of two dyad members), I clearly acknowledge the 
advantages of using better and more appropriate methods to assess the fit between dyad members 
and considering it in future research.    
Work-Related Communication with Coworkers. This variable was measured by a one item scale 
that specifically asks participants whether they communicate about work-related matters. The 
question through which I sought to identify work-related communication asked respondents to 
"indicate whom of the following individuals you communicate with about work-related matters." 
Participants were asked to indicate names of people in their organization they communicate with. 
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Table 4.3. Matrix for Work-related Communication Operationalization Example 
Dyad member Dyad member A Dyad member B Dyad member A Dyad member B 
Response 
Work-related 
communication 
Work-related 
communication 
Work-related 
communication 
No work-related 
communication 
Work-related 
communication 
operationalization 
Work-related communication Work-related communication 
Response 
No work-related 
communication 
Work-related 
communication 
No work-related 
communication 
No work-related 
communication 
Work-related 
communication 
operationalization 
Work-related communication No work-related communication 
 
Socialization with Coworkers. For socialization with coworkers, participants were asked to 
“indicate whom of the following individuals you socialize with during your free time.” 
Participants were asked to indicate names of people in their organization they socialize with. 
Table 4.4. Matrix for Socialization with Coworkers Operationalization Example 
Dyad member Dyad member A Dyad member B Dyad member A Dyad member B 
Response 
Socializes with 
coworkers 
Socializes with 
coworkers 
Socializes with 
coworkers 
No socializing 
with coworkers 
Socialization with 
coworkers 
operationalization 
Socialization with coworkers Socialization with coworkers 
Response 
No socializing 
with coworkers 
Socializes with 
coworkers 
No socializing 
with coworkers 
No socializing 
with coworkers 
Socialization with 
coworkers 
operationalization 
Socialization with coworkers No socialization with coworkers 
 
Measures for Individual-Level Variables 
Big Five Personality Traits. This variable was measured by the 44 items of the Big Five 
Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999) that assess individuals’ agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience. Respondents were asked to indicate the 
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extent to which they agree with statements that start with “I see myself as someone who is . . .” 
and a five-point response scale was used ranging from one (“strongly disagree”) to five 
(“strongly agree”). Sample items for agreeableness were “tends to find fault with others” (reverse 
code), “has a forgiving nature,” and “likes to cooperate with others”; sample items for 
conscientiousness include “does a thorough job,” “tends to be disorganized” (reverse code), and 
“does things efficiently”; sample items for extraversion were “is talkative,” “is reserved” 
(reverse code), and “is outgoing, sociable”; sample items for neuroticism were “is depressed, 
blue,” “is relaxed, handles stress well” (reverse code), and “gets nervous easily”; finally, sample 
items for openness include “is original, comes up with new ideas,” “has few artistic interests” 
(reverse code), and “is inventive.” Cronbach’s alpha was .77 for agreeableness, .80 for 
conscientiousness, .86 for extraversion, .84 for neuroticism, and .74 for openness.  
Control Variables. Following past research (Jehn et al., 2010), mean levels of team task and 
relationship conflict were controlled in an effort to examine any effects of perceived dyadic 
conflict variable above and beyond the mean levels of team conflict variables captured. An eight-
item intragroup conflict scale developed by Jehn (1995) was used. Cronbach’s alpha for task 
conflict was .92 and for relationship was .86. Each participant responded in seven-point scales 
ranging from one (“none at all”) to five (“a great deal”). The four items used to measure task 
conflict were “how frequently are there conflicts about ideas in your work unit?”; “how much 
conflict about the work you do is there in your work unit?”; “how often do people in your work 
unit disagree about opinions regarding the work being done?”; and “to what extent are there 
differences of opinion in your work unit?” Relationship conflict was measured with items such 
as, “how much tension is there among members in your work unit?”; “how much emotional 
conflict is there among members in your work unit?”; “how much are personality conflicts 
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evident in your work unit?”; and “how much friction is there among members in your work 
unit?” In a similar method to that for team psychological safety, I computed rwg and inter-
member reliabilities (ICC1 and ICC2, Bliese, 2000) for team-level task and relationship conflict 
as well, and the values were large enough to suggest that there is a significant aggregate effect 
(task conflict: median rwg = .83, mean rwg = .82, SD = .24; ICC1 = .02, ICC2 = .50; relationship 
conflict: median rwg = 1, mean rwg = .90, SD = .14; ICC1 = .03, ICC2 = .66). The one-way 
analysis of variance result is also statistically significant (p < .000), supporting consistent team-
level differences. Also, I controlled for demographic characteristics of the respondents that could 
affect perceptions of conflict in dyads, including the respondents’ ages, genders, education, and 
tenure with the team. Team size and whether individuals of the dyad are the same gender are also 
controlled in the analysis. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH FINDINGS 
Descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation, Cronbach’s alpha) and correlations 
among the variables used in the analysis are reported in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 respectively. 
Regression analyses results are reported from Table 5.3 to Table 5.7. Both raw coefficients β, 
and exponentiated coefficients Exp(β) are reported together for interpretation in the tables. 5 
Specifically, a one-unit change in a variable multiplies the odds of a respondent’s conflict 
perception by Exp(β), holding everything else constant.  
 
                                                          
5 Based on Exp(β) values, antecedents can be identified whether they increase (> 1) or decrease 
(< 1) perceived dyadic conflict  
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Table 5.1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Team-level Variables 
Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 
1. Team size 6.18 3.546     
2. Team task conflict 2.045 .417 .216 (.84)   
3. Team relationship conflict 2.03 .628 .116 .825** (.93)  
4. Team psychological safety 3.82 .497 -.195 -.652** -.766** (.85) 
Note. Listwise N = 67 teams. 
Cronbach’s alphas are in parentheses along the diagonal.  
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. All significance tests are two-tailed. 
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Table 5.2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations with Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
Note. Listwise N = 647 dyads (199 individuals) 
*p < .05, **p < .01. All significance tests are two-tailed.  
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis among Team Level Variables 
I conducted confirmatory factor analyses to ensure that team-level variables—
psychological safety, task conflict, and relationship conflict—are distinct factors. The 
confirmatory factor analyses results showed that the model fits well with the data (χ2= 126.061, 
df = 87, confirmed fit index (CFI) = .985, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
= .043), suggesting that team level variables are distinctive since the model fit indices values are 
in the appropriate range (e.g., above .90 for CFI and IFI and less than .05 for RMSEA (Joreskog 
& Sorbom, 1993) 
Hypothesis Testing 
Individual-Level Antecedents Results 
Table 5.4 showed logistic regression results for the antecedents, personality traits, at the 
individual level. Model 1 in Table 5.4 provides support for hypothesis 1a, suggesting that 
individuals’ agreeableness has a significant effect on their perceptions of dyadic task conflict. 
Individuals are less likely to experience and perceive task dyadic conflict with their team 
members if they are highly agreeable when demographic characteristics and partners’ 
personalities are controlled. The odds of individuals high in agreeableness perceiving dyadic task 
conflict with their coworkers decrease by approximately 66%, which is statistically significant 
(Exp(β) = .377, p < .00, 95% CI [.231, .613]). Similarly, the odds of respondents high in 
agreeableness perceiving relationship conflict with their coworkers in dyadic relationship 
decrease by approximately 55%, which is also statistically significant (Exp(β) = .454, p < .01, 
95% CI [.260, .793]). Thus, hypothesis 1a is supported for both task and relationship dyadic 
conflict.  
 48 
 
My expectation for conscientiousness was that individuals high in conscientiousness 
would be less likely to perceive dyadic task conflict with their team members as elaborated in 
hypothesis 1b. Unlike my expectation, individuals high in conscientiousness are more likely to 
perceive both task conflict (Exp(β) = 1.695, p < .05, 95% CI [1.054, 2.726]) and relationship 
conflict (Exp(β) = 1.919, p < .05, 95% CI [1.105, 3.336]) with their coworkers. This result is 
statistically significant at the .05 level as opposite direction, which suggests that future 
examination of conscientiousness may be worthwhile. Thus, hypothesis 1b is not supported for 
either task or relationship conflict.  
However, individuals high in extraversion are more likely to report dyadic task conflict 
(Exp(β) = 2.213, p < .001, 95% CI [1.614, 3.033]) and relationship conflict (Exp(β) = 1.687, p 
< .001, 95% CI [1.179, 2.413]). Specifically, for individuals high in extraversion, the odds of 
perceiving dyadic task conflict increased 2.21 times per one-unit increase in extraversion and the 
odds perceiving dyadic relationship conflict also increased by 1.69 times per one-unit increase in 
extraversion, as expected in hypothesis 1c. Therefore, hypothesis 1c is also supported.  
Interestingly, hypothesis 1d, regarding the effects of neuroticism, is not supported for 
task conflict (Exp(β) = 1.424, p < .05, 95% CI [1.004, 2.019]). This result is significant at the .05 
level but in the opposite direction, suggesting that the odds of respondents high in neuroticism 
perceiving dyadic task conflict increase by 42%. Neuroticism is not a significant factor for 
relationship conflict (Exp(β) = .1.006, ns., 95% CI [.673, 1.504]). Therefore, hypothesis 1d is 
also not supported.  
Lastly, openness is not a significant factor for either task (Exp(β) = .899, ns., 95% CI 
[.550, 1.469]) or relationship (Exp(β) = .946, ns., 95% CI [.570, 1.827]) dyadic conflict. 
Hypothesis 1e is not supported.  
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Table 5.3a: Results of Logistic Regression for Perceived Dyadic Conflict—Individual-Level Antecedents 
 Perceived Dyadic Task Conflict Perceived Dyadic Relationship Conflict 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β Exp(β) 95% CI β Exp(β) 95% CI 
Constant -3.664† .026  -.3963 .019  
Dyad member A       
     Age .033** 1.033 [1.012, 1.054] .027* 1.027 [1.002, 1.053] 
     Tenure with teams 
     [months] 
.001 1.001 [.998, 1.003] .001 1.001 [.999, 1.004] 
     Agreeableness -.476† .621 [.369, 1.047] -.724* .485 [.265, .885] 
     Conscientiousness .026 1.027 [.686, 1.537] .215 1.240 [.777, 1.977] 
     Extraversion .027 1.027 [.763, 1.383] .392* 1.480 [1.040, 2.107] 
     Neuroticism -.199 .819 [.572, 1.174] -.027 .973 [.642, 1.475] 
     Openness .581* 1.788 [1.091, 2.929] -.012 1.279 [.721, 2.268] 
Dyad member B       
     Age .003 1.003 [.981, 1.025] -.012 .988 [.963, 1.015] 
     Tenure with teams  
     [months] 
.000 1.000 [.998, 1.002] -.001 .999 [.996, 1.002] 
     Agreeableness -.977*** .377 [.231, .613] -.789** .454 [.260, .793] 
     Conscientiousness .528* 1.695 [1.054, 2.726] .652* 1.919 [1.105, 3.336] 
     Extraversion .794*** 2.213 [1.614, 3.033] .523** 1.687 [1.179, 2.413] 
     Neuroticism .353* 1.424 [1.004, 2.019] .006 1.006 [.673, 1.504] 
     Openness -.107 .899 [.550, 1.469] .020 .946 [.570, 1.827] 
Dyad members same 
gender 
.397* 1.487 [1.021, 2.166] .273 1.314 [.846, 2.041] 
Observations 647   647   
χ2 93.779   65.695   
Notes. N = 647 dyads 
a Education level dummies are included in the model.  
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Dyad-Level Analyses 
Hypothesis 2 tests the relationship between personality traits differences in dyads and 
perceived dyadic conflict. I expect that a dyad with larger differences in its members’ personality 
traits is more likely to experience and perceive dyadic conflict (both task and relationship 
conflict). The results, as shown in Model 3, indicate that only differences in extraversion are a 
significant factor in perceiving dyadic task conflict. Interestingly, unlike my expectation, if two 
members in a dyad have larger differences in extraversion, they are less likely to experience and 
perceive dyadic task conflict (Exp(β) = .767, p < .10, 95% CI [.562, 1.047]). This result is 
marginally significant at the .10 level, which suggests further analysis is necessary.   
Hypotheses 3 tests whether a dyad communicating about work-related matters perceives 
more or less dyadic task conflict. My expectation was that respondents who communicate on 
work-related issues would be less likely to experience dyadic task conflict. By contrast, the 
results, as shown in Model 5 of Table 5.5, were that a one-unit increase in work-related 
communication increases the odds of respondents perceiving dyadic task conflict with each of 
their team members by 20 times (Exp(β) = 20.130, p < .01, 95% CI [2.748, 147.472]). 6 
Therefore, hypothesis 3 is not supported.  
The results of Model 6 of Table 5.5 show that socialization with coworkers during free 
time is not a significant factor for perceived relationship conflict (Exp(β) = .786, ns., 95% CI 
[.521, 1.183]). Therefore, hypothesis 4 is not supported.
                                                          
6 Work-related communication and socialization with coworkers are binary variables. Therefore, 
the results compare odds whether work-related communication or socialization with coworkers 
exist in dyads or not. A more detailed explanation about how these variables are operationalized 
can be found in the method section.  
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Table 5.4. Results of Logistic Regression for Perceived Dyadic Conflict—Dyad-Level Antecedent, Personality Traits Differences 
 Perceived Dyadic Task Conflict Perceived Dyadic Relationship Conflict 
 Model 3 Model 4 
 β Exp(β) 95% CI β Exp(β) 95% CI 
Constant -.903** .405  -1.195** .303  
Dyad members same 
gender 
.458* 1.580 [1.111, 2.248] .290 1.336 [.880, 2.028] 
Age difference -.007 .993 [.974, 1.012] -.016 .984 [.961, 1.007] 
Tenure difference -.001 .999 [.997, 1.001] -.002 .998 [.996, 1.001] 
Differences in 
agreeableness 
.164 1.178 [.747, 1.856] -.221 .802 [.460, 1.397] 
Differences in 
conscientiousness 
-.090 .914 [.611, 1.639] .155 1.168 [.729, 1.871] 
Differences in extraversion -.265† .767 [.562, 1.047] .028 1.028 [.718, 1.472] 
Differences in neuroticism .252 1.287 [.937, 1.768] .035 1.036 [.707, 1.518] 
Differences in openness .040 1.040 [.651, 1.663] -.268 .765 [.428, 1.367] 
Observations 647   647   
χ2 15.476   9.561   
Notes. N = 647 dyads 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 5.5. Results Logistic Regression for Perceived Dyadic Conflict—Dyad-Level Antecedent, Work-Related Communication and 
Socialization with Coworkers 
 Perceived Dyadic Task Conflict Perceived Dyadic Relationship Conflict 
 Model 5 Model 6 
 β Exp(β) 95% CI β Exp(β) 95% CI 
Constant -3.796 .022  -1.155*** .315  
Dyad members same 
gender 
.395* .485 [1.046, 2.108] .290 1.336 [.885, 2.019] 
Age difference -.003 .997 [.978, 1.017] -.018 .983 [.960, 1.006] 
Tenure difference -.001 .999 [.997, 1.001] -.002 .998 [.996, 1.001] 
Work-related 
communication 
3.002** 20.130 [2.748, 
147.472] 
   
Socializing with coworkers    -.241 .786 [.521, 1.183] 
Observations 647   647   
χ2 34.206   8.888   
Notes. N = 647 dyads 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Team-Level Analyses 
Hierarchical Linear Modeling 
Given the multilevel nature of the data and the nesting of dyads within their teams per 
team membership, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) analysis was used to test the hypotheses 
about the effect of team psychological safety on individuals’ perceptions of dyadic conflict 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). HLM calculates estimates for the effects of both dyad-level and 
team-level variables together in one model. Models 7 and 8 test hypotheses 5a and 5b, that teams 
with higher levels of psychological safety will report fewer dyadic task and relationship conflicts 
after controlling for team-level conflict. As shown in Model 7 of Table 5.6, the results show the 
opposite direction, that a one-standard-deviation increase in team psychological safety increases 
the odds of respondents perceiving dyadic conflict with their team members by 3.1 times for task 
conflict (Exp(β) = 3.092, p < .05, 95% CI [1.029, 9.285]), Thus, hypothesis 4a is not supported  
The results of HLM analysis go in the opposite direction of my expectations for the effect 
of team psychological safety on perceived dyadic relationship conflict: a one-standard-deviation 
increase raises the odds of respondents perceiving dyadic relationship by 3.5 times after 
controlling for the amount of team-level relationship conflict, which is not statistically 
significant at the .05 level (Exp(β) = 3.468, ns., 95% CI [.585, 20.549]). Further examination of 
this model is necessary. Thus, hypothesis 5b is not supported. 
 54 
 
Table 5.6a: Results of Multilevel Logistic Regression for Perceived Dyadic Conflict—Team-Level Antecedent, Team Psychological 
Safety 
 Perceived Dyadic Task Conflict Perceived Dyadic Relationship Conflict 
 Model 5 Model 6 
 β Exp(β) 95% CI β Exp(β) 95% CI 
Constant -.895*** 0.409 [.287, .583] -1.938*** .144 [.087, .238] 
Level 1: Dyad variables       
Controlb       
Dyad member A       
     Age -.012 .99 [.966, 1.010] -.020 .980 [.954, 1.007] 
     Tenure with teams 
     [months] 
.002† 1.00 [1.000, 1.004] .001 1.001 [.999, 1.004] 
Dyad member B       
     Age .015 1.015 [.994, 1.037] .015 1.016 [0.989, 1.043] 
     Tenure with teams 
     [months] 
.003** 1.003 [1.001, 1.005] .004** 1.004 [1.001, 1.006] 
Dyad members same 
gender 
.534** 1.706 [1.173, 2.480] .341 1.406 [.905, 2.183] 
Level 2: Team variables       
Team size -.031 -0.031 [0.875, 1.074] .013 1.013 [.878, 1.169] 
Team task conflict 1.863*** 6.447 [2.350, 
17.684] 
   
Team relationship conflict    2.033*** 7.635 [2.388, 
24.413] 
Team psychological safety 1.129* 3.092 [1.029, 9.285] 1.244 3.468 [.585, 20.549] 
Observations 647      
χ2 75.89      
Notes. N = 647 dyads and 67 teams 
a Education level dummies are included in the model.  
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Post-Hoc Dyadic Analysis for Personality Traits Similarity 
Effects of Mean-Levels of Personality Traits in a Dyad on Perceived Dyadic Conflict 
 I conducted post-hoc analyses to understand complex nature of effects of personality 
traits similarity on perceived dyadic conflict. In addition to controlling partners’ personalities, 
the combined effects of two dyad members’ personality traits provide additional evidence for 
effects of personality traits fit between two individuals in a dyad. This approach is also used in 
other studies (e.g., Bono et al., 2005). Table 5.7 shows that mean levels of the dyad personalities 
affect their perceptions of dyadic conflict for both task and relationship conflict. The odds of 
dyads perceiving dyadic task conflict decrease by 76% with a one-unit increase in mean levels of 
agreeableness in dyads (Exp(β) = .236, p < .00, 95% CI [.122, .457]) and the odds of dyads 
perceiving dyadic relationship conflict also decrease by 74% (Exp(β) = .260, p < .01, 95% CI 
[.121, .560]). On the other hand, mean levels of conscientiousness increase the odds of dyads 
perceiving conflict by 2.1 times (Exp(β) = 2.135, p < .01, 95% CI [1.303, 2.830]) for task 
conflict and 2.3 times (Exp(β) = 2.335, p < .01, 95% CI [1.476, 3.694]) for relationship conflict. 
Although the effects of mean levels of neuroticism are not significant, mean levels of openness is 
marginally significant at .10 level (Exp(β) = 1.833, p < .10, 95% CI [.989, 3.398])   
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Table 5.7. Results of Logistic Regression for Perceived Dyadic Conflict—Mean-Levels of Personalities in Dyad 
 Perceived Dyadic Task Conflict Perceived Dyadic Relationship Conflict 
 Model 3 Model 4 
 β Exp(β) 95% CI β Exp(β) 95% CI 
Constant -2.293 .101  -2.139 .118  
Dyad members same 
gender 
.408* 1.505 [1.050, 2.155] .264 1.302 [.849, 1.997] 
Age difference -.006 .994 [.975, 1.013] -.017 .983 [.960, 1.007] 
Tenure difference -.002† .998 [.997, 1.000] -.002 .998 [.996, 1.000] 
Mean in agreeableness -1.443*** .236 [.122, .457] -1.346** .260 [.121, .560] 
Mean in conscientiousness .758** 2.135 [1.196, 3.812] .859* 2.361 [1.176, 4.738] 
Mean in extraversion .652** 1.920 [1.303, 2.830] .848*** 2.335 [1.476, 3.694] 
Mean in neuroticism -.071 .931 [.580, 1.494] -.305 .737 [.420, 1.294] 
Mean in openness .606† 1.833 [.989, 3.398] .238 1.268 [.613, 2.626] 
Observations 647   647   
χ2 43.657   43.657   
Notes. N = 647 dyads 
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This section concludes the dissertation by discussing the models’ implications for the 
study of conflict and conflict management. In this dissertation, I studied a framework for 
understanding antecedents of perceived dyadic conflict. Specifically, I considered multilevel 
nature of antecedents of conflict at the dyad-level and investigated effects of individuals’ 
personalities, personality traits differences between dyad members, whether the dyads 
communicate about work matters and socialize each other, and their teams’ different levels of 
psychological safety on perceived dyadic conflict. In this section, I provide an overview of each 
hypothesis and explanation for the findings. I also discuss general implications and remaining 
questions for future research, as well as limitations.  
Overview of Findings and Theoretical Contributions 
The overarching objective of this study is to explore potential antecedents of conflict, 
which have hitherto received relatively little scholarly attention, particularly for dyad-level 
conflict. This dissertation is the first study elaborating on the driving factors of perceived dyadic 
conflict in a multilevel model. The model suggests that antecedents on three different levels 
potentially affect individuals’ conflict perceptions within focal dyads. Theory and research on 
the antecedents of intragroup conflict have been specified largely at the team level, considering 
attributes of the group, like diversity, or contextual factors, like the incentive structure 
(Korsgaard et al., 2008). This single-level view cannot capture the true nature of intragroup 
conflict, as intragroup conflict originates at lower levels (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Korsgaard 
and colleagues (2008) called for more researchers to explore how interpersonal processes 
contribute to intragroup conflict. The present dissertation answers this call by integrating three 
different levels of antecedents of conflict with a dyadic approach to capture dyadic aspects of 
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task and relationship conflict, which is based on interpersonal interactions. In addition, this 
dissertation is the first empirical study to examine cross-level effects of antecedents of conflict at 
the dyad-level. By investigating three different levels of antecedents and their effects on 
individuals’ perceived dyadic conflict with others, I provide empirical evidence of the 
phenomena that conflict literature has so far merely implicitly assumed. 
The first contribution of this study is to find empirical evidence for driving factors of 
conflict. In hypotheses 1a through 1e, I proposed that dyad members’ perceptions of conflict are 
a function of their personalities. My findings generally support the idea that individual 
differences matter for one’s experiences, and thus perceptions, of conflict. Specifically, I found 
supporting evidence that individuals high in agreeableness are less likely to report dyadic 
conflicts with their coworkers in both tasks and relationships, while individuals high in 
conscientiousness are more likely to experience and perceive conflict in relationships with their 
team members, unlike my expectation. Similarly, extraversion is a significant positive factor for 
individuals’ perceptions of dyadic conflict for both task and relationship conflict, such that high-
extraversion individuals experience and perceive more dyadic conflict compared to low- 
extraversion individuals. Neuroticism also significantly affects perceptions of dyadic conflict, 
but this effect is valid only for dyadic task conflict. I did not find that openness is a significant 
predictor of individuals’ perceptions of dyadic conflict, in either task or relationship conflict. 
Although I found that individuals’ personalities affect their perceptions of dyadic conflict, the 
nature of the effects is directional, and more complex and complicated than expected.  
These unexpected results might be related to a type of dependent variable binary, to 
examine the odds of individuals perceiving dyadic conflict. For instance, past research suggests 
that individuals’ neuroticism is related to conflict frequency, not individuals’ perceptions of 
 59 
 
conflict (both task and relationship) (Bono et al., 2002). Another possible reason that my 
expectation for neuroticism was not supported is that individuals’ negative personality traits 
might take more time to study than other personality traits. Furr and Funder (1998) concluded 
that a person with high negativity lives with higher levels of conflict if the personal negativity is 
repeated over time. Because time was not considered in this study, further investigation is needed 
to draw conclusions about the effects of neuroticism on individuals’ perceptions of conflict in 
dyad relationships. Bono and colleagues (2002) found that openness is associated with both task 
and relationship conflict as well as subjective frequency of those conflicts. However, openness is 
not a significant factor for either task or relationship conflict at the dyad-level, which indirectly 
suggest that the effects of openness could be different based on the level of interest. This shows 
that current understanding of the effects of different types of conflict should be revisited at the 
dyad-level and that dyadic conflict is meaningful for understanding intragroup conflict better.  
Overall, the results provide supporting evidence not only that individuals’ personalities 
affect their perceptions of conflict, especially in dyad relationships, but also that the relationships 
between personality traits and the dynamics individuals make in perceiving conflict is complex 
and nuanced, given the effects’ sizes and directions found in this dissertation.  
One way to investigate the effects of the personalities of dyad members on their 
perceptions of dyadic conflict is using personality traits fit, or congruence between the dyad 
members. Specifically, the extent to which personalities differ between the two dyad members 
affects their conflict perceptions, since team members frequently interact with their coworkers 
and personality traits fit plays a role in those processes. Therefore, it is important to understand 
how interpersonal personality traits differences affect conflict perceptions in dyadic relationships 
Building on the effects of individuals’ personalities on perceived dyadic conflict, I include 
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personality traits differences as an antecedent of perceived dyadic conflict. My expectation was 
that if the dyad members have larger differences in their personalities, the dyad is more likely to 
experience conflict between them. However, the results show that only differences in 
extraversion marginally affect dyadic task conflict, such that larger differences in extraversion 
decrease the odds of perceiving dyadic task conflict. In other words, a dyad with members 
similar in extraversion is more likely to perceive task conflict. Considering that high-
extraversion individuals have a certain level of assertiveness and tend to dominate others, the 
dyad whose members are similarly extraverted may experience more task-related conflict. 
However, Euclidian distance (the difference between two individuals in a dyad) cannot capture 
the magnitude of the differences, thus more robust analysis is required to understand the nature 
of this result (e.g., high-high versus low-low in extraversion). I will discuss more about analysis 
for the effects of personality traits differences on perceived dyadic conflict in the “future 
research” section. To provide additional evidence for the effects of personality traits differences, 
I include post-hoc analyses with mean levels of personalities of dyad members. For example, if a 
dyad is high in extraversion on average between the two individuals, the odds that the dyad 
experiences and perceives dyadic conflict is increased for both task and relationship conflict.   
Another major contribution of this dissertation is its testing of dyad-level antecedents of 
perceived dyadic conflict, which had not previously been empirically tested. Evidence from this 
level of analysis suggests that the effects of work-related communication seem to progress in an 
opposite direction of that hypothesized. I expected work-related communication to help 
individuals perceive less task conflict in dyad relationships, since communication between 
individuals is a potent antecedent of reduced conflict (Zhang et al., 2014). However, the results 
show that the relationship between work-related communication and perception of dyadic task 
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conflict was more strongly positive: individuals communicating more with their partners on 
work-related matters leads to more task conflict. One possible explanation for this unexpected 
finding is that more work-related communication might bring more differences about the tasks to 
light. Given that the sample used in the analyses is from a scientific research institution and most 
of the participants are highly educated employees, the positive relationship between those two 
variables could be established. Alternatively, the effect of work-related communication could be 
moderated by factors such as frequency, content, etc. Further examination of the relationship 
should be done. I do not find supporting evidence that individuals’ perceptions of relationship 
conflict in dyads are affected by whether the respondents socialize with their dyad partners 
during free time. Although the direction of the effect is negative as expected, the result is not 
statistically significant.  
Lastly, I found that teams with high levels of psychological safety report less dyadic task 
conflict. Interestingly, this finding is in the opposite direction of my hypothesis. Initially, I 
expected that teams with higher levels of psychological safety climate would report less 
experiences of dyadic task conflict when controlling for team level-task conflict. However, the 
HLM results do indicate that team psychological safety affects individuals’ perceptions of dyadic 
task conflict in a positive way, such that teams with higher psychological level are more likely to 
experience dyadic task conflict, even after controlling for team level task conflict. One possible 
explanation of this unexpected result is that individuals in a team with a high level of 
psychological safety bring more of their differences about tasks to the surface in conversation. 
Another possible explanation is that individuals with higher levels of team psychological safety 
perceive much more disagreement about their task with their coworkers, since psychological 
safety encourages fruitful, task-related discussions or even disagreements, and the dyadic task 
 62 
 
conflict in this research captures whether individuals perceive this disagreement. Although this 
finding departs from my hypotheses, I believe that they do provide important insights regarding 
the effects of team psychological safety on individuals’ perceptions of conflict in interpersonal 
relationships. First, this is empirical evidence that suggests cross-level effects such that team 
psychological safety is an antecedent of individuals’ dyadic conflict perception. Second, testing 
team psychological safety as an antecedent of individuals’ dyadic conflict perceptions supports 
the idea that team characteristics could be not only contextual but also a driving factor of 
individuals’ conflict perceptions at the dyad-level. It also unpacks where the indirect positive 
effects of task conflict on team effectiveness come from. 
Another interesting finding is that individuals perceive more task conflict in same-gender 
dyadic relationships. This result holds for all different levels of analysis, which suggests that 
gender might affect individuals’ perceptions of task conflict in dyadic relationships, although 
demographic factors such as age, gender, or race shape attitudes or behaviors not related to team 
tasks (Pelled, 1996). There is a need to study the role of gender in conflict perceptions with 
coworkers in dyadic relationships. 
A third key contribution of this dissertation is its testing of perceived dyadic conflict as a 
dependent variable. Although early research on conflict within organizations primarily focused 
on dyadic conflict, the current research stream has shifted towards the study of intragroup 
conflict (see Korsgaard et al., 2008). However, conflict scholars have recently begun to focus on 
dyadic conflict again (see Avgar & Neuman, 2015). In agreement with this new stream of 
conflict research, I suggest that dyadic conflict is still important, and that understanding it can be 
a building block to understanding intragroup conflict. Individuals may experience conflict with 
other coworkers, regardless of their team. Thus, conflict scholars should focus on dyadic 
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conflict, which is based on interpersonal relationships, rather than only focusing on intragroup or 
team conflict. Specifically, conflict initially emerges as a dyadic and interpersonal phenomenon, 
wherein an individual perceives conflict with another individual. Thus, actual dyadic conflict 
based on interactions between individuals can be considered the core of team conflict. When it 
comes to studying antecedents of conflict, using dyadic conflict as a dependent variable is 
especially meaningful for explaining how individuals’ perceptions of conflict are formulated 
such that there are discrepancies in how individuals within a dyad perceive and experience 
conflict. Put differently, to develop a more comprehensive understanding of intragroup conflict, 
conflict should be distinguished or differentiated based on this level (i.e., conflict that occurs at 
the lower, dyad-level). This approach suggests that researchers should investigate specific 
conflict experiences between individual team members alongside traditional conflict-climate 
measures. 
Limitations 
Although this dissertation has the great advantage of using network-based data, and thus 
dyadic conflict is operationalized and included in the analyses to test the model suggested 
appropriately, this dissertation still has some limitations. The first limitation is associated with 
the fact that the data used in this dissertation is cross-sectional, which potentially results in 
common method bias. Despite the data having a great strength in its network-based nature to 
capture interpersonal dyadic relationship among participants, the data are collected at one time, 
and possibilities of reverse causality between variables used in the analyses are not fully ruled 
out. For instance, it is possible that two individuals in a dyad who experience conflict may not 
communicate with each other, even for work-related matters.    
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Second, the sample used in this study has its strong points, such as its team-based 
organization ideal for studying intragroup conflict, but it is biased in terms of education: almost 
90% (89.4%) of the respondents had a bachelor’s degree and above; the majority (64.2%) had a 
master’s degree and above. Previous research suggests that education affects what individuals 
bring to a team, such as information and skills (Williams & O’ Reilly, 1998). As there exists 
substantial evidence for the effect of educational diversity on team functioning (Bantel and 
Jackson 1989; Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Pelled 1996), such 
homogeneity in the sample might have affected the relationships examined in the study. For 
example, Pelled (1996) found that educational diversity was related to task conflict. Therefore, it 
is important to note the possibility that team members in this sample might have experienced 
difficulty considering what information is important to the task their team needed to do, 
especially since that the respondents work in teams to process vast amounts of information. 
General Implications and Remaining Questions 
This study provides some insights to conflict research regarding how dyadic conflict 
emerges. Specifically, this dissertation provides empirical evidence about where dyadic conflict 
comes from at different levels and breaks down intragroup conflict at the lower level (i.e., dyad-
level) where it originates. Future research establishing causality between the antecedents tested 
and perceived dyadic conflict can be done by incorporating more time into the model, especially 
for dyad- and team-level relationships. It may be that having more conflict with their team 
members affects individuals’ tendency to communicate or socialize with them. It is 
unquestionable that the emergence of intragroup conflict evolves over time and arguably in a 
nonlinear fashion. Therefore, antecedents of conflict should be investigated over time. Moreover, 
when it comes to personality traits differences between dyad members, as suggested by Edward 
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(1994), more robust analysis such as polynomial regression with three-dimensional surface 
interpretation (response-surface technology) accordingly is required to fully capture complex 
nature of effects of personality traits fit on perceived dyadic conflict. Specifically, questions 
regarding the directions and magnitudes of personality traits differences such as high-high vs. 
low-low or high-low in personalities could be addressed using the polynomial regression 
technique. Moreover, the three-dimensional surface technique would allow me to interpret the 
effects more accurately. Finally, the consequences of individuals’ conflict perceptions in dyad 
relationships should also be examined. With this micro-level, dyadic approach based on a 
network perspective, conflict scholars could revisit current findings about the effects of 
intragroup conflict. Current research’s conclusions on the consequences of intragroup conflict 
might or might not be supported if individuals’ dyadic relationships considered.  
Practical Implications 
Practical implications of this dissertation are as follows. First, there is a need for 
managers to understand and evaluate their teams’ levels of conflict. With the dyadic approach 
suggested in this research, managers can understand the dynamics of intragroup conflict within 
their teams more precisely. Put differently, although two teams may have the same amount of 
conflict, the relationships involved in the conflict might be different on different teams. 
Managers or team leaders should fully comprehend this possibility and take different types of 
intragroup conflict dynamics into consideration in their conflict management. By doing so, team 
leaders or managers will avoid overlooking or exaggerating conflict in their teams. 
Conclusion 
The study of intragroup conflict is a rich and vibrant area of scholarship, but it has 
scarcely scratched the surface of what intragroup conflict truly is. The current study serves as a 
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next step towards a better understanding of what antecedents of conflict are and why dyad-level 
analysis is key to understanding intragroup conflict. As long as research continues to focus on 
consequences and rely on rough proxies of conflict, it will likely continue to miss important 
interpersonal interactions inside of intragroup conflict. By integrating three levels—individual, 
dyad, and team—this dissertation presents a holistic perspective on the antecedents of dyadic 
conflict. Identifying the underlying antecedents of dyadic conflict will help not only researchers 
but also practitioners build organizational cultures that foster collegiality and create the best 
possible environments to manage intragroup conflict effectively. A better understanding of 
intragroup conflict will better prepare teams for the conflicts they encounter every day.
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APPENDIX: SURVEY MEASURES 
Big Five Inventory (John, 1995) 
Questions about You 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Neutral 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly agree 
5 
I see myself as someone who … 
1. Is talkative 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Tends to find fault with others      
3. Does a thorough job      
4. Is depressed, blue      
5. Is original, comes up with new ideas      
6. Is reserved      
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others      
8. Can be somewhat careless      
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well      
10. Is curious about many different things      
11. Is full of energy      
12. Starts quarrels with others      
13. Is a reliable worker      
14. Can be tense      
15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker      
16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm      
17. Has a forgiving nature      
18. Tends to be disorganized      
19. Worries a lot      
20. Has an active imagination      
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21. Tends to be quiet      
22. Is generally trusting literature      
23. Tends to be lazy      
24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset      
25. Is inventive      
26. Has an assertive personality      
27. Can be cold and aloof      
28. Perseveres until the task is finished      
29. Can be moody      
30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences      
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited      
32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone      
33. Does things differently      
34. Remains calm in tense situations      
35. Prefers work that is routine      
36. Is outgoing, sociable      
37. Is sometimes rude to others      
38. Makes plans and follows through with them      
39. Gets nervous easily      
40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas      
41. Has few artistic interests      
42. Likes to cooperate with others      
43. Is easily distracted      
44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature.      
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Perceived Dyadic Conflict (Avgar & Neuman, 2015) 
Questions about Your Membership on Organization A Team B 
Please consider conflicts you’ve experienced with members of your team: 
 Task conflict 
Relationship 
conflict 
Both types of 
conflict 
No conflict 
Conflict with OATB 
Teammate 1 name 
    
Conflict with OATB 
Teammate 2 name 
    
 
Network Variables 
Connections to Members of Organization A Team B 
Each member of your organization is listed below. For each person, please check the boxes next 
to the names of people … 
you communicate with about work-related matters (Work-related Communication) 
Colleague Name Work-related communication 
OATB Teammate 1 name  
OATB Teammate 2 name  
 
you socialize with during your free time (Socialize) 
Colleague Name Socialize 
OATB Teammate 1 name  
OATB Teammate 2 name  
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Team Psychological Safety (Edmonson, 1999) 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement. 
Strongly 
disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Neutral 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly agree 
5 
1. If you make a mistake on this team, it is often held 
against you. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Members of this team are able to bring up problems 
and tough issues. People on this team sometimes 
reject others for being different. 
     
3. It is safe to take a risk on this team.      
4. It is difficult to ask other members of this team for 
help. 
     
5. No one on this team would deliberately act in a way 
that undermines my efforts. 
     
6. Working with members of this team, my unique 
skills and talents are valued and utilized. 
     
 
 
 
